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REMARKS 



inference to Rfelated Application 



Applicant amended Hie 



specification of the present application in a Preliminary 



Amendment dated September 26, 2002 , su^mitt jd with the filing of the present 
application, to indicate that the present application is a divisional application and its 
claim to priority. 

I 

•i 

Drawings 



ReiectioM 



Applicant submits herewith a replacement drawing for Figure 3 to alleviate the 
objection to this drawing. 



of Clainte 1-6 Under 35 U.S.C. 112, f 2 



Applicant has amende^ claim 1 to change 
dispensing points" to "a plurality of dispensing p oints ! 
and alleviate this rejection. ] 



Qbvionspess-Typte Double 



Applicant submits herewith a Terminal Eisclaimer with respect to U.S. Patent No 
6,622,757 to alleviate this rejection. 
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the first reference to "the plurality of 
to correct a typographical error 
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Rejection Under 



The Applicant called jExamineii] 
determine which claims were being rejected 



Maust by voice mail on March 22, 2004 to 

in view of Rowland due to the typographical 
error of the Office Action mailed on January 26, [2004 stating that claims 83-85 are 

ribturn voice mail that claims 1-2, 5-7, 9-12, 15-16, 
ihailed on January 26, 2004 are rejected in view of 



rejected. The Examiner indicated by 
19-20, 23, 25-28 in the Office Action 
Rowland. 



incorporate 



overcome 



Applicant has amended claim 
cancelled claim 3. Claim 3 was allowed 
if a tenninal disclaimer is filed to 
rejection, and if the indefiniteness of c 
resolved in this response. Therefore, 
claim 3 which is allowable in view of Rowland, 
allowable. 



not anticipated by Rowland. 
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35 ILS-O. 



102fe) - Rowland 



Claims 1 -2 j 



4z5 



toi 
in the 
an 

aim 1 is 
dlaims 1-2 



Claim 6 



Applicant has amended claim (i to be in independent form since original claim 6 is 



the limitations of claim 3 and has 
Office Action mailed on January 26, 2004 
obviousness-type double patenting 
itjsolved; both of which have been 
and 4-5 all include the limitation in 
Therefore, claims 1-2 and 4-5 are 



Claim 6 Requires thjat the method include: 



wherein the plurality bf fuel dispensing joints form a group of fuel 
dispensing points shaking a common vappt flow sensor, the method further 
comprising the step ojf detenrdaiing a lealkng dispensing point by 
determining which of the vapoi recovered to fuel dispensed ratios does not 



lower in value. 



li 



If a fuel dispensing point contaps a leak, 



PAGE 22/26 ' RCVD AT 4/2212004 11:36:10 AM [Eastern Dayligh 



: t will cause the vapor recovered to fuel 



dispensed ratios for each of tike fuel dispensing [points in the group of fuel dispensing 
points that share a common vapor flow sfcnsor foj result in lower ratios for all dispensing 
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l 1 . 

points in the group except the; leaking dispensing|point. This is because the lost vapor in 
the dispensing point having t ic leak isj (shared arcl mg all fuel dispensing points in the 
group since each share a coirmon vapor how senior, but the vapor recovered registered 
as a result of the leaking dispensing pdint will not lower in value. (See Specification, p. 
26-27, X| 0083, 0084). 

This feature in claim 6 is not disclosed either expressly or inherently in Rowland. 

T ; 

Rowland does disclose a variety of teds including determining the air-to-liquid (A/L) 
ratio for a dispensing hose tocahbrate !thb vapor bump speed accordingly as part of 
commissioning tests. (See Rowland, ci)L6 s 1. 34 (- col. 7, L 18; col. 9, 11. 28-42). 
However,, Rowland does not determine if a dispensing point contains a leak, and 
Rowland does not determinejwhich of jthe A/L ratios within a group of dispensing points 
does not lower to determine if a leak exists. 

h 

Claims 7-30 and New: fcj aims 31-54 
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Applicant has cancelled claims!7i30 witllout prejudice, and presents new claims 
3 1-54 to clarify the present invention, I bach of wii ich are patentable over Rowland. 



Before discussing new claimjs 31-54 in view of lowland, Applicant lists below the 
^orrcla f ;on between dv new claims i ! [54 and cancelled claims 7-30. 



New claim 3 1 is based on origihal claims; 7 and 9. New claim 32 is based on 
original claim 8. New daim|33 is based ;on original claims 8 and 10. New claim 34 is 
based on original claim 8. Nbw claim B5 is base 



claim 36 is based on original): claim 24|| 
26. New claim 38 is based dry origin; 
claim 15. New claim 40 is based on o! 



on original claims 23 and 25. New 
New claim 37 is based on original claim 24 and 
claim 24. i New claim 39 is based on original 
iginal claim 16. New claim 41 is based on 
original claim 17. New claim 42 is baled on oriftfnal claim 1 8. New claim 43 is based 
on original claims 7 and 9. KTew claitl 45 is basi ; i on original claim 8. New claim 46 is 



based on original claims 8 and 10. Nefvvjclairn 4]7 



New claim 48 is based on original cla 
New claim 50 is based on original cla 

!'■ P . 

New claim 52 is based on original claims 23 anc 
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19. NejXr claim 49 is based on original claim 20. 
i;2L New claim 51 is based on original claim 22. 
25. New claim 54 is based on original 
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claim 24. New claim 55 is based on original claims 24 and 26. New claim 56 is based on 
original claim 24. 

New claims 31-38 are.bot anticipated by Rowland. Claims 3 1 and 35, the 
independent claims in 3 1-38 J require detenmning i 



failed dispensing points and non-failed 

i ! I 

requires deteimining a first and seconc 



dispensing points. Then, a dfebrminat 



1 ! 



true vapor recovery failure ba^ed on a 



l J 



non-failed observations, and jthe failed 



dispensing points, respectively. Claim 31 then 



like that in claims 31-38, and Rowland 



a fuel dispensing point like than in claimis 31-38 



expected number of failed and non-failed 
on is made whether a fuel dispensing point has a 
palculatioiilthat is a function of both the failed and 
arid non-f a iled expectations . 



Rowland does not cateigorize fuel dispensing points as either failed or non-failed 



functions, Rowland simply determines 



a commissioning test. (See Rowland, 



calibrates the vapor pump spbbd such ihat the A/L ratio is within desired limits as part of 



sol. 6, 1. 34 



New claims 39-54 areklso not participated 



a first and second observed numbers of 



does not calculate a true vapor recovery failure for 



Rather, with respect to vapor recovery 



the A/L ratio of a fuel dispensing point and 



independent claims in claims 39-54, require determining a proportion of vapor recovered 



i fiiel dispensing pdint that indicates a failure and 

3 s; in 

an expected proportion for that fuel dispensing point. This 



to liquid dispensed ratios for 
comparing that proportion to 
is carried out for all of the plurality of fiiel dispensing points to determine which of the 
dispensing points has experienced a 

! i; 



e' failure. 




-col. 7,1. 18; co). 9, 11 28-42). 
by Rowland. Claims 39 and 47, the 



Rowland does not determine a proportion) of A/L ratios that indicate a failure for a 
fuel dispensing point like thatjin claimis 39-54, and Rowland does not compare this 
proportion to an expected proportion to determine if any of the fuel dispensing points 
have a true vapor recovery failure. Raiher, with Inspect to vapor recovery functions, 
Rowland simply determines the A/L ratio of a fuel dispensing point and calibrates the 
vapor pump speed such that lile A/L n do is with La desired limits as part of a 

I i i 

commissioning test. (See Rowland, ccL;6, 1. 34-j-coL 7, 1. 18; col. 9, U. 28-42). 
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The undersigned attorney wo 



Examiner if the Examiner still does nof believe that the invention, as claimed, is 
patentable. 



Date: April 22, 2004 
Attorney Docket: 2500-01 6S j 
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